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Critical appraisal tools
“Relax, it’s much worse than you think”
– Hunt, E. (1996)
Michael Crowe
Background
• Problems
– Variety of sources
– Not comprehensive
– Incomplete scoring
– Lack validity & reliability
A critical review
• Focus
– Design
– Evaluation
– Peer reviewed
• Methods
– Critical review
• Inclusion criteria
• Exclusion criteria
– Search strategy
– Ethics
Results – Quantitative
• Research design
– General: 24 (53%)
• All designs:  6 (13%)
• All quantitative:  5 (11%)
• All experimental: 4 (9%)
• All qualitative: 9 (20%)
– Specific: 19 (42%)
• True experimental: 11 (24%)
• Various: 8 (18%)
– Not stated: 7 (16%)
Potential = 409
Duplicates = 75 Assessed = 334
Excluded = 289 Included = 45
Ineligible = 5,846
Search results = 6,255
97 = Not critical appraisal tool
51 = Not peer reviewed
36 = Developed by other person/group
36 = How to critically appraise
19 = Reporting guideline
11 = Published before 1980
9 = Quality assurance/service delivery
7 = Systematic review of CATs
6 = CAT for a narrow function
6 = Metrics (e.g. Impact Factor)
5 = Diagnostic study appraisal
4 = Clinical guideline appraisal
2 = Economic evaluation
Results – Quantitative (cont.)
• Design strategy
– Expert or group: 42 (93%)
– Literature: 3 (7%)
• Explanation
– Comprehensive: 5 (11%)
– Some: 23 (51%)
– None: 17 (38%)
• Validity
– Some: 3 (7%)
– Little or none: 42 (93%)
• Reliability
– Some: 10 (22%)
– Little or none: 35 (78%)
• Validity & reliability?
Conclusion – Quantitative
• Ignore basic research and testing methods
• Be careful what critical appraisal tool you use
• Questions to ask
– What research designs?
– Compare research designs?
– Validity and reliability data?
Results – Qualitative
• Preliminaries
– Text (2)
– Title (1)
– Abstract (2)
• Introduction
– Background (2)
– Objective (2)
• Research design
– Design type (2)
– Intervention, input, exposure (3)
– Outcome, output, predictor (3)
– Bias and other (4)
• Sampling
– Sampling method (2)
– Sample size (2)
– Sampling protocol (3)
Results – Qualitative (cont.)
• Ethical matters
– Participant (2)
– Researcher (2)
• Data collection
– Collection method (2)
– Collection protocol (3)
• Results
– Analysis, integration, interpretation 
method (3)
– Essential analysis (3)
– Outcome, output, predictor 
analysis (3)
• Discussion
– Interpret (4)
– Generalise (2)
– Concluding remarks (3)
Conclusion – Qualitative
• Develop a critical appraisal tool
– Health research
– Qualitative and quantitative
– Appropriate scoring system
– Validity and reliability
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